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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Claims 1-46 are in the application. Claims 1-15 and 19-46 have been previously withdrawn 
from consideration. Claim 16 has been amended. The Applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration and allowance of the application in view of the amendment and the following 
remarks. 

L Rejections of Claims Under § 103(a) 

Claims 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatenable over Brewer (US 
Pat. No. 2,852,410) in view of Height (US Pat. No. 5,666,714). In addition, Claims 16-18 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatenable over Height in view of Brewer. 

The Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections. Further, the Applicant has amended 
Claim 16 to better set forth the subject matter being claimed. 

Specifically, Claim 16 has been amended to recite a system for thermally galvanizing an 
object comprising: 

an overhead track provided with a suspension element from which said object 
can be suspended; 

drive means for displacing the suspension element along the overhead track; 

one or more shot-blasters for hurling grains in the direction of said object 
suspended along the overhead track and displaced there-along for the purpose of 
removing at least a surface layer from said object; 

a flux bath for fluxing said object when it is displaced by the drive means 
along the overhead track through the flux bath; 

a galvanizing bath for thermally galvanizing said object when it is displaced 
by the drive means along the overhead track through the galvanizing bath ; and 

a control of the drive means for actuation thereof for substantially 
uninterrupted transport of said object at a substantially constant speed through at 
least one of the flux bath or the galvanizing bath (emphasis in bold and underline 
added). 

In the amended independent Claim 16, a control for the drive and control of the drive means 
is additionally recited. 
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Against the previous version of Claim 16, in the Office Action, the rejection of the recitations 
of Claim 16 for being obvious was raised. The reasoning was based on the assumption that one 
skilled in the art (the skilled person), when ONLY confronted with the problems associated with an 
acid bath, would automatically employ the teachings of any of the newly presented documents that 
relate to shot blasting an object that is suspended from an overhead track. 

The Applicant respectfully disagrees with this reason because the timing considerations 
involved should lead to a finding that indeed Claim 16 is patentable over the cited references. 

In this field of technology, the most logical solution would have been to try to find a better 
alternative for acid in the bath for removal of materials from the objects. Why would the skilled 
person have contemplated using shot blasters, even if they were commonly known to be application 
for removing materials? The Office Action does not provide sufficient detail on why the skilled 
person would contemplate the substitution of a shot blaster for an acid bath. The mere suitability of a 
non-obvious alternative does not render the alternative obvious. That is, timing is important in this 
field of technology. If an object is left unprotected for too long after having removed all materials 
thereof that serve to protect the object's material, then oxidation occurs. The fact that with an 
overhead transport track object is processed to the desired extent (removal of materials thereon and 
subsequent galvanisation) with minimal opportunity between one processing and another processing 
for oxidation to occur is the insight of the present application that is not disclose or suggested by the 
prior art. 1 

To put it another way, according to the prior art, the skilled person was used to handle objects 
being submerged in subsequent baths. The time during which any object is to remain in the acid bath 
would depend on the amount of material to be removed from the objects. 


1 In addition, the Applicant respectfully notes that the Office Action is relying on relatively old documents. If the 
disadvantages of the prior art are self-evident, and the solution straightforward, why then has no one skilled in the 
art previously contemplated the proposed solutions as taught by the present application since the publication of these 
old documents? As such, the Applicant respectfully believes that the proposed solution as recited in Claims 16-18 
could only come form the advantages taught and suggested in the present application; thus proper grounds for an 
obvious rejection are absent with regard to the claims of the present application (i.e., hindsight reconstruction). 
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The time needed to apply a galvanized laver having a desired thickness would most likely 
have been slightly different, but the skilled person was familiar with the timing of objects passing 
through subsequent baths. The most logical step for the skilled person when confronted with the 
desire to omit the use of acid, would have been to seek an alternative for acid to fill a bath with, in 
which the objects were to be submerged for removing the materials from the objects. The objects 
would thereafter, be subjected to a flux and submerged in a galvanizing bath in much the same way 
as before. 

Other prior art documents teach the use of an abrasive operation of shot-blasting. This was 
performed for as long as the objects were in range of the shot blasters. This time could be controlled 
or chosen, to correspond with the removal of a desired amount of material from the objects. 
Determining this shot-blast processing time requires taking entirely different considerations into 
account, such as the intensity of the shot blasters and the number thereof to achieve a desired degree 
of removal of materials from the surfaces of the objects. The skilled person was free to choose these 
parameters with as an only goal to remove the materials from the objects. Thereafter the objects in 
the prior art teachings were temporarily stored awaiting subsequent processing, which could very 
well have been submerging the objects in a galvanizing bath, but only after an intermittent storage 
period. 

Claim 16 relates to subsequent processing components in which the processing time to apply 
the galvanisation has an effect on the time available for the removal of materials by shot blasting. 
The skilled person would not have "just" incorporated shot blasting as an abrasive alternative for the 
use of acid. The period parameters and the apparent incompatibilities - at least in the mind of the 
skilled person - would have steered the artisan away from the solution taught by the application as a 
whole and as defined in Claim 16. 

As such, it would not have been obvious to include the features of the previous version of 
Claim 16, that the object is treated in the system while being transported along the processing 
stations (shot-blast, flux and galvanizing bath) by the single overhead track for transport of the 
object. That is, the insight of the present invention is to combine the processing stations to be 
arranged along the same transporter to keep the time between processing as short as possible (to 
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avoid oxidation from being formed), while ensuring that sufficient time is available for each 
processing (remove sufficient material and apply a sufficient galvanized thickness) with the aid of a 
control. To better set the subject matter being claimed and the insight of the present invention, the 
control has been added into Claim 16 as listed above. It is this control that ensures application of 
sufficient galvanized thickness on surfaces of the object from which sufficient material is abraded 
while keeping the periods between processing as short as possible to avoid formation of oxidation. 

Therefore, reconsideration of the present application in its current form is earnestly solicited 
and the rejection of Claim 16 under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) be withdrawn. 

Dependent Claims 17-18 depend (directly or indirectly) from amended Claim 16. As such, 
these dependent claims incorporate all the terms and limitations of Claim 16 in addition to other 
limitations, which together further patentably distinguish these claims over the cited references. 
Therefore, these dependent claims should now be allowable. 

II. Concluding Remarks 

In view of the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully submits that Claims 16-18 are in 
condition for allowance. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections are respectfully requested, 
and a timely Notice of Allowability is earnestly solicited. If there are any remaining issues that can 
be addressed over the telephone, the Examiner is encouraged to call the Applicant's attorney at the 
number listed below. 


Respectfully submitted, 

CHRISTIE, PARKER & HALE, LLP 


By 



Peter C. Hsueh 
Reg. No. 45,574 
626/795-9900 
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